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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1-3, 6, 13, 14, and 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Ciuc et al. ("Adaptive neighborhood speckle removal in multitemporal 
synthetic aperture radar images", Applied Optics. Nov. 1 0 2001 , Vol. 40 no. 32 pages 
5954-5966). 

With respect to Claim 1, Ciuc et al. teaches a coefficient adapting device for 
changing coefficients of said three-dimensional spatial filter according to a property of a 
pixel value in said three-dimensional image (Pages 5957 - 5958). 

With respect to Claim 2, Ciuc et al. teaches that said property is a pixel value of a 
pixel-of-interest in the three-dimensional image convoluted with the filter (Pages 5957 - 
5958). 
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With respect to Claim 3, Ciuc et al. teaches that said property is an average 
value of pixel values of the pixel-of-interest in the three-dimensional image convoluted 
with the filter and its neighboring pixels (Pages 5961 - 5962). 

With respect to Claim 6, Ciuc et al. teaches that said property is a median value 
of pixel values of the pixel-of-interest in the three-dimensional image convoluted with 
the filter and its neighboring pixels. (Page 5958). 

With respect to Claim 13, Ciuc et al. teaches that the coefficients of the three- 
dimensional spatial filter are adapted depending upon, as said property, a property of a 
pixel value of the pixel-of-interest in the three-dimensional image convoluted with the 
filter or its neighboring pixels (Pages 5957 - 5958). 

With respect to Claim 14, Ciuc et al. teaches that a standard deviation of the 
pixel-of-interest in the three-dimensional image convoluted with the filter and its 
neighboring pixels is employed as an indicator of said property (Page 5958). 

With respect to Claim 17, please refer to rejection for claim 1 . 
With respect to Claim 18, please refer to rejection for claim 2. 
With respect to Claim 19, please refer to rejection for claim 3. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 4, 5 and 20 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Ciuc et al. ("Adaptive neighborhood speckle removal in multitemporal synthetic 
aperture radar images", Applied Optics. Nov. 10 2001, Vol. 40 no. 32 pages 5954-5966) 
in view of Levantovsky (US 6,614,944). 

With respect to claim 4, Ciuc et al. discloses all the limitations of claim 1 as applied 
above from which claim 4 respectively depend. 

Ciuc et al. does not disclose expressly that said property is a maximum value of 
pixel values of the pixel-of-interest. 

Levantovsky teaches that said property is a maximum value of pixel values of 
the pixel-of-interest (Abstract). 

Ciuc et al. and Levantovsky are analogous art because they are in the "same field of 
endeavor", image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use maximum value of pixel values as property in the apparatus of Ciuc 
et al. 
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The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that threshold value for 
low pass filter and high pass filter can be determined from maximum value of array of 
windowed pixels. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Levantovsky with Ciuc et al. to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 4. 

With respect to claim 5, Ciuc et al. discloses all the limitations of claim 1 as 
applied above from which claim 5 respectively depend. 

Ciuc et al. does not disclose expressly that said property is a minimum value of 
pixel values of the pixel-of-interest. 

Levantovsky teaches that said property is a minimum value of pixel values of the 
pixel-of-interest (col. 6, lines 8-39). 

Ciuc et al. and Levantovsky are analogous art because they are in the "same 
field of endeavor", image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use minimum value of pixel values as property in the apparatus of Ciuc 
et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that threshold value for 
low pass filter and high pass filter can be determined from minimum value of array of 
windowed pixels. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Levantovsky with Ciuc et al. to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 5. 
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5. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ciuc et al. 
("Adaptive neighborhood speckle removal in multitemporal synthetic aperture radar 
images", Applied Optics. Nov. 10 2001, Vol. 40 no. 32 pages 5954-5966) in view 
of Florent (US 5,406,501). 

Ciuc et al. discloses all the limitations of claim 1 as applied above from which 
claim 7 respectively depend. 

Ciuc et al. does not disclose expressly that said property is a maximum value of 
absolute values of differences. 

Florent teaches that said property is a maximum value of absolute values of 
differences(col. 9 lines 31-59). 

Ciuc et al. and Florent are analogous art because they are in the "same field of 
endeavor", image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use maximum value of absolute values of differences as property in 
the apparatus of Ciuc et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that moving object can 
be emphasized. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Florent with Ciuc et al. to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 7. 
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6. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ciuc et al. 
("Adaptive neighborhood speckle removal in multitemporal synthetic aperture radar 
images", Applied Optics. Nov. 10 2001, Vol. 40 no. 32 pages 5954-5966) in view of Fan 
(US 5,359,676). 

Ciuc et al. discloses all the limitations of claim 1 as applied above from which 
claim 8 respectively depend. 

Ciuc et al. does not disclose expressly that said property is a maximum value of 
squares of differences . 

Fan teaches that said property is a maximum value of squares of differences 
(col. 30 lines 43-53). 

Ciuc et al. and Fan are analogous art because they are in the "same field of 
endeavor", image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use maximum value of squares of differences as property in 
the apparatus of Ciuc et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that square of the error 
can be estimated. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Fan with Ciuc et al. to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 8. 
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7. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ciuc et al. 
("Adaptive neighborhood speckle removal in multitemporal synthetic aperture radar 
images", Applied Optics. Nov. 10 2001, Vol. 40 no. 32 pages 5954-5966) in view of Lee 
(US 2003/0197877). 

Ciuc et al. discloses all the limitations of claim 1 as applied above from which 
claim 9 respectively depend. 

Ciuc et al. does not disclose expressly that said property is a minimum value of 
absolute values of differences . 

Lee teaches that said property is a minimum value of absolute values of 
differences(para. [0063]). 

Ciuc et al. and Lee are analogous art because they are in the "same field of 
endeavor", image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use minimum value of absolute values of differences as property in 
the apparatus of Ciuc et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that this is need for 
detection for an object is referred to as contrast sensitivity. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Lee with Ciuc et al. to obtain 
the invention as specified in claim 9. 

8. Claim 10 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ciuc et al. 
("Adaptive neighborhood speckle removal in multitemporal synthetic aperture radar 
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images", Applied Optics. Nov. 10 2001, Vol. 40 no. 32 pages 5954-5966) in view of 
Maeda et al. (US 6,947,587). 

Ciuc et al. discloses all the limitations of claim 1 as applied above from which 
claim 10 respectively depend. 

Ciuc et al. does not disclose expressly that said property is a minimum value of 
squares of differences. 

Maeda et al. teaches that said property is a minimum value of squares of 
differences (col. 7 lines 44-53). 

Ciuc et al. and Maeda et al. are analogous art because they are in the "same 
field of endeavor", image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use minimum value of squares of differences as property in 
the apparatus of Ciuc et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that this can 
substantially reduce the gradation deffernece in image and in thus it is much 
appropriate for the comparative and inspection. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Maeda et al. with Ciuc et al. to 
obtain the invention as specified in claim 10. 

9. Claims 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Ciuc et al. ("Adaptive neighborhood speckle removal in multitemporal synthetic aperture 
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radar images", Applied Optics. Nov. 10 2001 , Vol. 40 no. 32 pages 5954-5966) in view 
of Shimura et al. ( US 5,850,465). 

With respect to claim 1 1 , Ciuc et al. discloses all the limitations of claim 1 as 
applied above from which claim 1 1 respectively depend. 

Ciuc et al. does not disclose expressly that said property is a median value of absolute 
values of differences . 

Shimura et al. teaches that said property is a median value of absolute values of 
differences (col. 24 line 44 - col. 25 line 7). 

Ciuc et al. and Shimura et al. are analogous art because they are in the "same 
field of endeavor", image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use median value of absolute values of differences as property in 
the apparatus of Ciuc et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that mean level value 
can be calculated various way. median value of absolute values of differences is the 
one of methods (Shimura et al., col. 24 line 44 - col. 25 line 7). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Shimura et al. with Ciuc et al. 
to obtain the invention as specified in claim 1 1 . 

With respect to claim 12, Ciuc et al. discloses all the limitations of claim 1 as 
applied above from which claim 12 respectively depend. 
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Ciuc et al. does not disclose expressly that said property is a median value of 
squares of differences . 

Shimura et al. teaches that said property is a median value of squares of 
differences (col. 24 line 44 - col. 25 line 7). 

Ciuc et al. and Shimura et al. are analogous art because they are in the "same 
field of endeavor", image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use median value of squares of differences as property in 
the apparatus of Ciuc et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that mean level value 
can be calculated various way. median value of squares of differences is the one of 
methods (Shimura et al., col. 24 line 44 - col. 25 line 7). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Shimura et al. with Ciuc et al. 
to obtain the invention as specified in claim 12. 

10. Claim 15 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ciuc et al. 
("Adaptive neighborhood speckle removal in multitemporal synthetic aperture radar 
images", Applied Optics. Nov. 10 2001, Vol. 40 no. 32 pages 5954-5966) in view of Sun 
et al. (US 2002/0009230). 

Ciuc et al. discloses all the limitations of claim 1 as applied above from which 
claim 15 respectively depend. 
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Ciuc et al. does not disclose expressly that said property is a sum of absolute 
values of differences . 

Shimura et al. teaches that said property is a sum of absolute values of 
differences (para. [0003]). 

Ciuc et al. and Shimura et al. are analogous art because they are in the "same 
field of endeavor", image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use sum of absolute values of differences as property in the apparatus 
of Ciuc et al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that sum of absolute 
differences are inexpensive way of computer implementation of calculating statistical 
cirrelation measure. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Shimura et al. with Ciuc et al. 
to obtain the invention as specified in claim 15. 

1 1 . Claim 16 is rejected under 35 USC 103(a) as being unpatentable over Ciuc et al. 
("Adaptive neighborhood speckle removal in multitemporal synthetic aperture radar 
images", Applied Optics. Nov. 10 2001, Vol. 40 no. 32 pages 5954-5966) in view of 
Nishiguchi et al. (US 6,167,144). 

Ciuc et al. discloses all the limitations of claim 1 as applied above from which 
claim 16 respectively depend. 
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Ciuc et al. does not disclose expressly that said property is a square sum of 
differences. 

Shimura et al. teaches that said property is a square sum of differences (col. 4 
lines lines 56-67). 

Ciuc et al. and Shimura et al. are analogous art because they are in the "same 
field of endeavor", image processing. 

At the time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary 
skill in the art to use square sum of differences as property in the apparatus of Ciuc et 
al. 

The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been that sooth area can be 
detected based on the moment of inertia value. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Shimura et al. with Ciuc et al. 
to obtain the invention as specified in claim 16. 

With respect to claim 20, please refer to rejection for claim 4. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Randolph Chu whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1 145. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday from 7:30 am - 5 
pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Mancuso can be reached on 571-272-7695. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

RIC/ 




